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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 - 13, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the resulting correlation value" in line 10. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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4. Claims 1 , 2, 7,15, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US 7,136,191 to Kaltenbach et al. 

With respect to claim 1, Kaltenbach et al. teaches, calculating a calibration 
correlation value to compensate for an error introduced by a scanning process 
implemented to produce the scanned image (Fig. 3, 208); determining a correlation 
value between the scanned image and an original digital image, wherein the scanned 
image is included in a digital file (Fig. 3, similarity measure, 212); subtracting the 
calibration correlation value from the correlation value between the scanned image and 
an original digital image (Fig. 3 , ref. label 212, col. 6 line 59 - col. 7 line 9); and 
generating a signal indicating whether the correlation value exceeds a threshold (Fig 3, 
214,216). 

With respect to claim 2, Kaltenbach et al. teaches, determining a correlation 
value between the scanned image and an original digital image comprises performing a 
pixel-by-pixel comparison of a property of the original digital image and the scanned 
image image (col. 7 lines 10-36). 

With respect to claim 7, Kaltenbach et al. teaches, generating a signal if the 
correlation value exceeds a threshold comprises comparing a computed correlation 
value to a predetermined threshold (Fig 3, 216). 
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With respect to claim 15, Kaltenbach et al. teaches, calibration process 
comprises: printing a copy of the original digital image (Fig. 1, 11); scanning the printed 
copy of the original digital image (Fig. 1, 18); calculating a calibration correlation value 
between the original digital image and the scanned copy of the original digital image 
(Fig. 1,18). 

With respect to claim 17 please refer to rejection for claim 1 . 

With respect to claim 18, Kaltenbach et al. teaches, calibrate a calibration 
correlation value to compensate for an error introduced by a scanning process 
implemented to produce the scanned image (Fig. 3, 208); comparing properties of an 
original digital image to properties of a scanned image (Fig. 3, 202) of the original digital 
image(Fig. 3, 200) to produce a correlation value (Fig 3, 212, 214); subtracting the 
calibration correlation value from the correlation value between the scanned image and 
an original digital image (Fig. 3 , ref. label 212, col. 6 line 59 - col. 7 line 9); and 
generate a signal exceeds a threshold (Fig 3, 216). 

With respect to claim 19, Kaltenbach et al. teaches, comparing properties of an 
original digital image to properties of a scanned image of the original digital image 
comprise instructions that, when executed, direct a computer to perform a pixel-by-pixel 
comparison of a property of the original digital image and the scanned image (col. 7 
lines 10-36). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kaltenbach 
et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Chao et al. (US 2003/0215157). 

Kaltenbach et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from 
which claim 3 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that computing a cross-product of the 
original digital image the scanned image. 

Chao et al. teaches computing a cross-product of the original digital image the 
scanned image (para. [0024] and [0032]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determine correlation value using cross product of images in the 
method of Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that it can be used to 
measure of similarity of two signals. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chao et al. with Kaltenbach et 
al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 3. 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,581 



Art Unit: 2624 



Page 6 



7. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kaltenbach 
et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Glukhovsky et al. (US 2005/0281446). 

Kaltenbach et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from 
which claim 4 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that calculating the variance between 
a property of corresponding pixels in the original digital image and the scanned image. 

Glukhovsky et al. teaches calculating the variance between a property of pair of 
images (abstract). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determine correlation value using variance of images in the method of 
Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that correlation between 
pair of image can be measure by statistical dispersion between images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Glukhovsky et al. with 
Kaltenbach et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 

8. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kaltenbach 
et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Glukhovsky et al. (US 2005/0281446) and in further 
view of Cooper et al. (US 5,920,842). 

Kaltenbach et al. in view of Glukhovsky et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 4 
as applied above from which claim 5 respectively depend. 
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Kaltenbach et al. in view of Glukhovsky et al. does not teach expressly that 
calculating a higher-order difference between a property of corresponding pixels in the 
original digital image and the scanned image. 

Cooper et al. teaches calculating the variance between a property of pair of 
images (abstract). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determine correlation value using higher-order difference of images in 
the method of Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that higher-order 
difference could be used to or adapted to improve the signal comparison. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Cooper et al. with Glukhovsky 
et al. and Kaltenbach et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

9. Claims 6 and 11, 12, 13, 22, 26, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Cordery (US 
2004/0125413). 

With respect to claim 6, Kaltenbach et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as 
applied above from which claim 6 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that computing the sum of the 
pixel-by-pixel multiplication of a property of corresponding pixels in the original digital 
image and in the scanned image. 
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Cordery teaches computing the sum of the pixel-by-pixel multiplication (weighted 
average) of a property of corresponding pixels in the images (para. [0025]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determine correlation value using sum of the pixel-by-pixel 
multiplication of images in the method of Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that Its advantage is 
that it has less computations and is amenable. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Cordery with Kaltenbach et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Cordery teaches computing correlation value to a 
predetermined threshold comprises comparing the sum of the pixel-by-pixel 
multiplication (weighted average) of a property of corresponding pixels in images (para. 
[0025]). 

With respect to claim 12, Kaltenbach et al. teaches wherein the property 
comprises a grayscale value of a pixel (col. 7 lines 56-67). 

With respect to claim 13, Kaltenbach et al. teaches property comprises a value 
indicating a color of a pixel (col. 7 lines 56-67). 

With respect to claim 22, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 
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With respect to claim 26, please refer to rejection for claim 1 1 . 
With respect to claim 27, please refer to rejection for claim 12. 
With respect to claim 28, please refer to rejection for claim 13. 

10. Claims 8-10 and 23-35 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Ishii et al. (US 2002/0131068). 

With respect to claim 8, Kaltenbach et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 7 as 
applied above from which claim 8 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that comparing a computed 
correlation value to a predetermined threshold comprises comparing an nth order 
statistic between a property of corresponding pixels in two images to a predetermined 
variance parameter. 

Ishii et al. teaches comparing a computed correlation value to a predetermined 
threshold comprises comparing an nth order statistic (variance) between a property of 
corresponding pixels in two images to a predetermined variance parameter (para. 
[0068]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to compare two images using nth order statistic in the method of 
Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that to determine image 
quality of output (scanned image) is am appropriate image quality. 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,581 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2624 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ishii et al. with Kaltenbach et 
al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 8. 

With respect to claim 9, l&hii et al. teaches property comprises a grayscale 
(color)value of a pixel (para. [0068]). 

With respect to claim 10, Ishii et al. teaches property comprises a value 
indicating color of a pixel (para. [0068]). 

With respect to claim 23, please refer to rejection for claim 8. 
With respect to claim 24, please refer to rejection for claim 9. 
With respect to claim 25, please refer to rejection for claim 10. 

1 1 . Claim 20 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Ishii et al. (US 2002/0131068). 

With respect to claim 20, Kaltenbach et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 18 
as applied above from which claim 20 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that compare property of two images 
comprise instruction that compute histogram representing differences in a property of 
the two images. 
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Warnick et al. teaches compare property of two images comprise instruction that 
compute histogram representing differences in a property of the two images (Figure 2 
ref. label 210, col. 5 line 41 -col. 6 line 23). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to compare two images using histogram in the method of Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that to determine image 
quality of output (scanned image) is am appropriate image quality. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Warnick et al. with Kaltenbach 
et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 20. 

12. Claim 21 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Ishii et al. (US 2002/0131068). 

With respect to claim 21 , Kaltenbach et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 18 
as applied above from which claim 21 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that comparing a computed 
correlation value to a predetermined threshold comprises comparing an nth order 
statistic between a property of corresponding pixels in two images. 

Ishii et al. teaches comparing a computed correlation value to a predetermined 
threshold comprises comparing an nth order statistic (variance) between a property of 
corresponding pixels in two images (para. [0068]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,581 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2624 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to compare two images using nth order statistic in the method of 
Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that to determine image 
quality of output (scanned image) is am appropriate image quality. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ishii et al. with Kaltenbach et 
al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 21. 

13. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Uchino (US 2004/0174433). 

Kaltenbach et al. teaches calibration module that calculates a calibration 
correlation value to compensate for an error introduced by a scanning process 
implemented to produce the scanned image (Fig. 3, 208); a correlation module that 
determines a correlation value between the first image file and the second image file 
(Fig 3, 208), subtracts the calibration correlation value from the correlation value to 
calculate a difference (Fig. 3 , ref. label 208,212, col. 6 line 59 - col. 7 line 9); and 
generates a signal indicating whether the difference exceeds a threshold (Fig 3, 216). 

Kaltenbach et al. does not teach expressly that a scaling module that scales at 
least one of a first image file and a second image file such that the files are of the same 
dimensions. 

Uchino teaches scales at least one of a first image file and a second image file 
such that the files are of the same dimensions (para. [0089]). 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to scale images to same dimensions in the method of Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that Comparison of 
images can be easier when images are in same dimension. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Uchino with Kaltenbach et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 29. 

14. Claims 30, 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Uchino (US 2004/0174433) and in 
further view of Tanaka (US 4,853,778). 

With respect to claim 30, Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino teaches all the 
limitations of claim 29 as applied above from which claim 30 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino does not teach expressly that dividing an 
image file into a plurality of blocks, wherein each block includes a plurality of parameter 
values; and compute an average of the parameter values in the plurality of blocks. 

Tanaka teaches dividing an image file into a plurality of blocks, wherein each 
block includes a plurality of parameter values; and compute an average of the 
parameter values in the plurality of blocks (col. 1 lines 39-50). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to divide an image file into a plurality of blocks in the method of 
Kaltenbach et al. 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,581 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2624 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that comparison can be 
done in smaller block of image so that load of processor/memory can be reduced. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Tanaka with Uchino and 
Kaltenbach et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 30. 

15. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Uchino (US 2004/0174433) and Tanaka (US 
4,853,778) and in further view of Matsugu (US 6,636,635). 

Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino and Tanaka teaches all the limitations of 
claim 30 as applied above from which claim 31 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino and Tanaka does not teach expressly that 
applying a threshold to the average of the parameter values in the plurality of blocks. 

Matsugu applying a threshold to the average of the parameter values in the 
plurality of blocks (col. 59 line 64 - col. 60 line 12). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to apply a threshold to the average in the method of Tanaka, Uchino and 
Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that binarization 
threshold value may be set on the basis of statistical processing for a local region. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Matsugu with Tanaka, Uchino 
and Kaltenbach et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 32. 
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16. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Uchino (US 2004/0174433) and Tanaka (US 
4,853,778) and in further view of Glukhovsky et al. (US 2005/0281446). 

Kaltenbach et a|. in view of Uchino and Tanaka teaches all the limitations of 
claim 30 as applied above from which claim 32 respectively depend, 

Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino and Tanaka does not teach expressly that 
calculating the variance between a property of corresponding pixels in the original 
digital image and the scanned image. 

Glukhovsky et al. teaches calculating the variance between a property of pair of 
images (abstract). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determine correlation value using variance of images in the method of 
Tanaka, Uchino and Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that correlation between 
pair of image can be measure by statistical dispersion between images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Glukhovsky et al. with Tanaka, 
Uchino and Kaltenbach et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 32. 
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17. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kaltenbach et al. (US 7,136,191) in view of Uchino (US 2004/0174433) and Tanaka (US 
4,853,778) and in further view of Chao et al. (US 2003/02151 57). 

With respect to claim 33, Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino teaches all the 
limitations of claim 30 as applied above from which claim 33 respectively depend. 

Kaltenbach et al. in view of Uchino and Tanaka does not teach expressly that 
computing a cross-product of the original digital image the scanned image. 

Chao et al. teaches computing a cross-product of the original digital image the 
scanned image (para. [0024] and [0032]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to determine correlation value using cross product of images in the 
method of Tanaka, Uchino and Kaltenbach et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that it can be used to 
measure of similarity of two signals. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chao et al. with Tanaka, 
Uchino and Kaltenbach et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 33. 
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Response to Amendment 

18. In response to applicant's amendment received on July 6, 2007, all requested 
changes to the claims have been entered. 

Response to Argument 

19. Applicant's arguments filed on July 6, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant's argue on page 20 of the response that the combination of cited art 
references do not teach "a calibration of process to generate a calibration correlation 
value to compensate for an error introduced by scanning process implemented to 
produce the scan image and subtracting that value from the correlation value and 
comparing the resultant to a threshold". 

The examiner disagrees. The prior art of Kaltenbach et al. teaches that the 
combination of cited art references do not teach "a calibration of process to generate a 
calibration correlation value to compensate for an error introduced by scanning process 
implemented to produce the scan image and subtracting that value from the correlation 
value and comparing the resultant to a threshold". Please see rejection for claim 1 
above. 
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Applicant's argue on page 20 of the response that Kaltenbach et al. does not 
have a calibration module. 

The examiner disagrees. The definition of calibrate is "to determine the correct 
range for something" and prior art of Kaltenbach et al. does determine correct range of 
measures and correcting it if it is outside the desired range. 

Therefore, the disclosure of Kaltenbach et al. teaches a calibration of process to 
* generate a calibration correlation value to compensate for an error introduced by 
scanning process implemented to produce the scan image and subtracting that value 
from the correlation value and comparing the resultant to a threshold, as recited in claim 
1. 

Conclusion 

20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,581 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2624 

extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Randolph Chu whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1 145. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 7:30 am - 5 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Samir Ahmed can be reached on 571-272-7413. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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